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Stanitis, Cheryl (21) 

 
Comment 21-1 
“Who will monitor this project? Not the fox in charge of the chicken coop.” 
  
Response: 
Although DOE does not serve as a regulatory agency, if DOE decides to provide 

financial assistance, then DOE would expect WMPI PTY., LLC, to follow all applicable 
federal, state, and local environmental regulations. From a project management perspective, 
DOE will monitor the project through the terms of a financial assistance agreement. 

 
Comment 21-2 
“Large water withdrawal will affect water table for local wells and cause the ground to 

cave in –” 
 
Response: 
Withdrawal of groundwater from the Gilberton mine pool would not affect the elevation 

of the water table in aquifers that supply local water-supply wells. The aquifers that supply 
water to local water-supply wells, such as the wells on Broad Mountain, receive recharge 
from precipitation that falls on upland areas near the wells. Groundwater moves from the 
uplands toward the valleys, and withdrawal of water from valley mine pools does not affect 
water levels in the upland aquifers. See Sections 3.4.2 and 4.1.4.2 for additional information. 

21-2

21-3

21-1
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The potential for cave-ins and other forms of ground surface subsidence over the 
Gilberton mine pool is discussed in Section 4.1.3.3. Also see the responses to comments 
P11-4 and P11-5. 

 
Comment 21-3 
“[W]ho will pay for structure damage?” 
 
Response: 
Liability for damage to property resulting from the project would be determined by 

applicable law. Also see the response to comment P11-5.  
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Good, Robin (22) 

 
Comment 22-1 
“I worry that not enough thought will go into this process and there will be a health 

impact on us. This is not about jobs but about life!” 
 
Response: 
The comment is noted. Potential impacts to human health are discussed in Section 4.1.9, 

Human Health and Safety, of the EIS. 
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Chiao, Michael (23) 
 
Comment 23-1 
“Odor, dirt, traffic, excessive water use – land subsidence due to large withdrawal – no 

thanks – this is not the area in which to build this project. How about Pottsville or Harrisburg 
or better yet, Philadelphia –” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 

 
23-1 
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nankess@ptd.net (24) 

 
Comment 24-1 
“Regarding the Coal-to-Clean Fuels Plant, I disagree that the plant should be given a 

permit on the grounds that there is a great risk of health and environmental impact on the 
people living around the area of the plant. If there is a catastrophe there is no way to stop it 
and our water and air are in danger. There is absolutely no reason to build a plant because the 
end does not justify the means. Why take a chance with people’s health because somebody 

24-1 
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wants to make money. Also, we can do without the jobs that the plant would produce; we are 
doing without them now. Please do not give them the permit to build the plant. 

 
Response: 
Sections 4.1.9.1 and 4.1.7.5 discuss the Risk Management Plans and other measures that 

would be taken to protect the public from potential accidents associated with the proposed 
facility. 
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Gaydosh, George (25) 
 

Comment 25-1 
“After reviewing the U. S. Department of Energy’s Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Gilberton Coal-to-Coal and Clean Fuels and Power Project (DOE/EIS-
0557), I and many of the residents of Morea, PA DISAPPROVE of this proposed action to 
build and operate this plant in our vicinity and the potential environmental hazards it will 
bring to our area.” 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
Comment 25-2 
“The Gilberton Co-Gen Site seems to be using water to wash the culm. This water could 

have environmental issues if not properly contained.”  
 
Response: 
The existing Gilberton Power Plant does, in fact, draw mine pool water to wash the culm, 

in its beneficiation plant, based on a water withdrawal permit from the Susquehanna River 
Basin Commission.   Wastewater from the beneficiation plant is sent directly to the tailings 
pond which is believed to seep into the Boston Run mine pool.  Similarly, the proposed 
facilities would also require the use of the mine pool water for culm beneficiation. About 
1,667 gpm of water would be withdrawn from the Gilberton mine pool for beneficiation; this 
includes operation of the existing beneficiation plant.  As a result, about 1,180 gpm of 
wastewater would be discharged to the tailings pond from culm beneficiation.  These 
effluents are expected to seep downward from the tailings pond to the Boston Run mine pool.  
It is anticipated that facility effluents discharged would return to the mine pool system with 
near neutral pH and less acidity and lower dissolved metal concentration than were contained 
in the water withdrawn from the mine pool system.  It is reasonable to assume that the 
concentrations of dissolved solids in the beneficiation effluents from this facility and from 
the new or expanded facility would be similar to or slightly higher than the concentration 
found in the mine pool water used for the beneficiation process.  Suspended solids, such as 
coal fines and rock particles would be present in this effluent.  The EIS has been revised to 
include expanded discussion of how water from the culm beneficiation would affect the 
environment, See Section 4.1.4.1.  In addition, the discussion of cumulative effects has been 
expanded to address the water usage from the existing power plants in the area and the 
proposed plant. A comparison of the key operating characteristics of the Gilberton Plant and 
the proposed facilities is contained in Table 2.1.6. 

 
Comment 25-3 
“Also, the environmental issues with the ash storage may also be water and dust issue in 

the foreseeable future.” 
Response:  
The existing Gilberton Power Plant currently burns about 640,000 tons of anthracite culm 

per year, which consists of rock and coal with varying amounts of carbon material remaining 
after removal of the higher-quality saleable coal. Bottom ash and fly ash are currently sold 
for use as road aggregate or used to restore land modified by strip mining. For the proposed 
facilities, based on an 85% capacity factor and a design basis that assumes beneficiated culm 
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would contain only 20% ash, the proposed facilities would be anticipated to produce 250,000 
tons of coarse slag and 62,500 tons per year of fine solids. Following gasification, solidified 
slag would be crushed and discharged as a wet mixture to minimize dust issues. It would be 
managed according to Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection residual waste 
regulations. Coarse slag would either be sold as a marketable byproduct, used for restoration 
of a site where culm had been removed, or used for local mine reclamation. Fine solids 
would be fed back into the gasifier or sent to the adjacent valley on the industrial participant's 
land that is permitted for ash disposal. Further information on the management of solid 
residues is provided in Section 4.1.8.2. In addition, Section 5.1.3 discusses the impacts of 
solid wastes during commercial operation of the facility. 

 
Comment 25-4 
“I believe my understanding is the fluxant as well as the petroleum coke will be delivered 

by truck.” 
THIS WILL INCREASE THE TRUCK TRAFFIC FLOW! How many trucks will be 

required to remove the high sulfur (petroleum coke and higher sulfur content of coal)? Will 
THIS REQUIRE MORE TRUCKS TO REMOVE FROM THE SITE?” 

 
Response: 
The proposed facilities would be capable of using a blend of feedstock containing up to 

25% petroleum coke. Using anthracite culm as feedstock, the proposed facilities would 
annually produce approximately 4,000 tons of elemental sulfur, which would be trucked off 
the site to be sold as a byproduct. Approximately one round-trip truck trip (to and from the 
site) would be required each day. Because petroleum coke has a higher sulfur content than 
anthracite culm, as many as 7 round trips per day would be needed to remove the sulfur if 
coke was used as part of the feedstock. Section 4.1.7.8 has been revised to include this 
number of truck trips. 

 
Comment 25-5 
“Where is the slag/ash going? Where is the waste water, fly ash, slag, slag fines going? 

Will it be trucked out?” 
 
Response:  
Management of solid residues from the proposed facilities is discussed in Sections 2.1.6.3 

and 4.1.8.2. Solidified slag would be used commercially or in mine reclamation. Fine solids 
would either be fed back into the gasifier as a supplemental fuel or disposed on previously 
mined land as part of mine reclamation. Disposal in a commercial landfill would be a 
potential option for residual solid materials not suitable for these uses. It is expected that 
trucks would be used for offsite transportation of residual solid materials. Also see the 
response to comment 11-7. 

Some water would be retained in the slag and transported offsite. Water drained from 
slag would be mixed with stormwater runoff and other site effluents, managed in onsite 
wastewater facilities, and discharged to the tailings pond, as discussed in Sections 2.1.6.2 and 
4.1.8.2.  

 
Comment 25-6 
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“We do not approve of this plant in our location!” 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
Comment 25-7A 
I’m also surmising that the coal-gasification char/ash would be burned at the co-gen 

(Wheelabrator) CFB boiler! 
 
Response: 
No residues from the proposed facility would be processed at the Wheelabrator 

cogeneration facility mentioned by the commenter.  
 
Comment 25-7B 
“Studies (more accurate) should be performed on water quality usage and transportation 

not guesstamates!” 
 
Response: 
WMPI has not completed the detailed engineering design and process testing necessary to 

allow precise estimates of some facility resource requirements and operating parameters. 
Accordingly, assessment of impacts in the EIS is based on estimates. Note that 
environmental regulatory agencies such as Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection would require more detailed information for review before issuing permits and 
approvals. Also see the response to comment S2-1. 

 
Comment 25-8 
“Please, dear assistant secretary of DOE, I appeal to you as do the residents of a little 

quiet village called Morea, PA, do not approve this test refinery in our area. We do not need 
any more deadly toxins to contaminate our air and the lungs of our children and 
grandchildren.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Doniger, David (26) 
 
Comment 26-1 
“[T]he EIS fails to discuss the alternative of funding a demonstration plant that 

incorporates CO2 capture and storage as an integral part of the project’s design and operation 
as a means of mitigating CO2 emissions from this plant and from other such plants may be 
stimulated by the proposed action. 

 
Response:  
Section 4.2 of the EIS has been revised to discuss the possibility of CO2 capture and 

storage as part of the project’s design and operation. New Section 5.1.4 describes the 
potential long-term impacts resulting from possible CO2 capture and storage over a potential 
project lifetime of 50 years. Finally, Section 6.1 has been modified to discuss the potential 
cumulative impacts under a range of scenarios simulating multiple coal-to-liquids facilities 
with CO2 capture and storage, assuming a successful demonstration of the proposed facilities. 

 
 Comment 26-2 
“The EIS contends that “an increase in CO2 emissions at a specific source is effective in 

altering CO2 concentrations only to the extent that it contributes to the global total of fossil 
fuel burning that increases global CO2 concentrations,” arguing further that since the 
proposed plant’s CO2 emissions equate to only a small fraction of total global emissions that 
these new emissions are therefore not significant enough to merit further consideration. (EIS, 
4-11). 

“NRDC finds this argument problematic for several reasons .First, under such a test no 
individual source of CO2 would ever have its emissions regulated given the improbability of 
a single source ever constituting a significant percentage of total global emissions .Second, 
DOE’s argument does not reflect the current science about the implications that increasing 
concentrations have on climate change. The negative impact of CO2 is due to the unnatural 
and accelerated rate at which it is being emitted into the atmosphere. Such emissions are 
attributed primarily to the burning of fossil fuels, a fact acknowledged by a DOE report cited 
in this EIS. The U.S. is the largest emitter of global warming gases accounting for roughly 
25% of total global or roughly 8% of total global CO2 emissions, making the Gilberton plant 
part of the single most significant CO2 emitting sector worldwide .Third, the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), to which the United States is a party 
and which has the status of federal law, commits the federal government to consider the 
impacts of its decisions on emissions of greenhouse gases and includes a pledge to develop 
programs that aim to return anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gases to 1990 levels. 

Given these reasons, each source of CO2 merits more serious consideration, particularly 
new resources supported by federal funds that represent a new increase in emissions. The 
Gilberton plant by itself will release an estimated 832, 000 tons/year of CO2 into the 
atmosphere which is the equivalent of adding 166,400 cars to the road. Such a large amount 
of CO2 requires DOE to address these emissions and potential mitigation strategies more 
extensively.” 

 
Response:   
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The Clean Coal Power Initiative (CCPI) is a government/industry partnership that 
implements the President’s National Energy Policy recommendation to increase investment 
in clean coal technology. This commitment to clean coal is in response to the nation’s 
challenge of enhancing its electricity supply and availability brought on by the growing 
electricity demand. The CCPI focuses on the demonstration of emerging clean coal 
technologies and their accelerated deployment to commercialization. This project would 
demonstrate a technology that is “CO2 sequestration ready,” which is a step toward 
anthropogenic CO2 reduction. Research is being conducted under another DOE program to 
determine the best method(s) for carbon sequestration. The combination of CCPI, advanced 
technologies from core research and development, and carbon sequestration research will 
collectively help assure that a reliable and affordable supply of electricity will be available 
from coal, while limiting CO2 emissions to the atmosphere. 

The relative comparison to global emissions was not intended to convey a judgment 
about the significance of potential impacts. Because it is not possible to quantify the impacts 
on global climate change resulting from the proposed project (for example, meaningfully 
estimate potential incremental increase in global temperature resulting from the proposed 
action), DOE sought in the draft EIS to provide a perspective. 

In response to this comment, DOE has revised EIS Section 4.1.2.2 to present 
estimates of CO2 emissions only in absolute terms, and has eliminated similar relative 
comparisons throughout the EIS. EIS Section 4.1.2.2 also has been revised to reflect new 
information on CO2 emissions and to correct an error in the estimated rate of CO2 emissions 
reported in the Draft EIS. The predicted emissions from the proposed facilities have been 
increased from 832,000 tons per year to 2,278,000 tons per year, as a consequence of 
including the concentrated CO2 stream coming from the Rectisol unit. DOE has revised 
Section 6.1 to analyze potential cumulative impacts that may result if the project is successful 
in stimulating development of the technologies proposed to be demonstrated .New Section 
5.1.4 discusses the possibility of carbon sequestration. DOE circulated this information to the 
public for comment in a Supplement to the Draft EIS. 

 
Comment 26-3 
Given the investments into these coal-fired energy production technologies that have 

previously not existed on the commercial scale, NEPA requires a programmatic EIS to 
determine the potential impacts of CCPI investments on the environment.” 

 
Response: 
The DOE prepared a Programmatic EIS in the 1980’s to address the complexity and 

impacts of the Clean Coal Technology (CCT) Program – the predecessor to the Clean Coal 
Power Initiative (CCPI). The Programmatic EIS, along with later project-specific 
environmental reviews and operational experience under the CCT, PPII, and CCPI programs, 
provided valuable information and insight to DOE. DOE does not believe a PEIS is required 
or warranted for CCPI. 

Nevertheless, Section 6.1 of the EIS has been expanded to address the potential 
cumulative impacts of wide utilization of coal-to-clean fuels projects. To ensure that 
members of the public would have an opportunity to comment on the implications of 
potential large-scale deployment of coal-to-liquid technology, DOE circulated this 
information in a Supplement to the Draft EIS.  
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Comment 26-4 
“Moreover, considering that the average operating life of a coal-fired power plant ranges 

from fifty to sixty years it is important for DOE to consider the projected lifetime emissions 
of the plants funded through CCPI.” 

 
Response: 
In response to comments, the expected lifetime of the proposed facilities has been 

increased to 50 years, including the demonstration period. 
 
Comment 26-5 
“The draft EIS does not include any consideration of the cumulative impact of the 

specific technology proposed for the Gilberton plant. By undertaking a quick analysis of the 
Gilberton plant specifically, we can illustrate how this technology, when applied more 
broadly, would be worse in terms of CO2 emissions” 

 
Response: 
Cumulative effects on CO2 emissions are discussed in EIS Sections 4.1.2.2, 5.1, and 6.1. 
 
Comment 26-6 
“Since one of the stated purposes of the proposed federal action is to facilitate broad 

application of the F-T process as a source of transportation fuels, the impacts of CO2 
increases resulting from introduction of a significant number of such plants must be 
addressed. A cumulative impact assessment is required to address how many such plants 
might be built if this demo project succeeds; what amount or fraction of oil supply might be 
replaced with F-T liquids; and what would be the resulting total CO2 increase”. 

 
Response:  
The potential impacts of commercial operation and potential broad-scale application of 

coal-to-liquids technology have been addressed in revised EIS Sections 5.1 and 6.1. 
 
Comment 26-7 
“[C]onsidering that the operational life of a coal-fueled plant is fifty to sixty years, 

federal action on the new coal-fueled plants currently being proposed without CCS (and 
without technologies that facilitate implementation of CCS) will have a significant impact on 
the ability of the federal government to meet its stabilization commitment. ” 

 
Response: 
The proposed project would incorporate CO2 capture (that is, the generation of a 

segregated CO2 stream), which is the first step of carbon capture and storage (CCS). Thus, 
the possibility would exist to add CO2 storage at a later time as the necessary technology 
matures. Also see the response to comment 26-8. 

 
Comment 26-8 
“The technology proposed for the Gilberton plant will make global warming worse unless 

the carbon dioxide produced by such plants is captured and safely disposed of. Since CCPI 
aims to accelerate the next generation of cleaner coal technologies into commercial viability 
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and DOE has a potentially willing partner in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. We urge 
that this action be modified to incorporate carbon capture and geologic disposal in the project 
design and operation.” 

 
Response: 

The proposed facilities would capture a segregated CO2 stream that would be 
potentially available for geologic sequestration. However, CO2 sequestration was not part of 
the project as proposed to DOE by the CCPI program participant. As the response to 
comment S10-9 explains, under the CCPI program DOE’s role is limited to approving or 
disapproving the project as proposed by the participant. Furthermore, the necessary 
technology for geologic carbon sequestration is not sufficiently mature to be implemented 
during the demonstration period for the proposed facilities. However, the possibility would 
exist to add CO2 storage at a later time as the necessary technology matures. A discussion of 
possibilities for geologic carbon sequestration during future commercial operation of the 
proposed facilities has been added to Section 5.1.4.  
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Chesonis, Joan (27) 
 
Comment 27-1 
“I am writing to you in protest of the building of the proposed gasification plant in 

Mahanoy Township, Schuylkill County, PA” 
 
Response: 
Your response has been noted. 
 
Comment 27-2 
“The following are sentences and/or paragraphs from a feature on page 58 of the 

March 2005 issue of Discover Magazine by Karen Wright. 
“A little mercury is all that humans need to do away with themselves quietly, slowly, 
and surely. 

Mercury is unimaginably toxic and dangerous. A single drop on a human hand 
can be irreversibly fatal. A single drop in a large lake can make all the fish in it 
unsafe to eat. 

 
Sources of Mercury Release: 
During the last 150 years, human activities may have doubled or tripled natural 

amounts of mercury in the atmosphere. Although there are many natural sources of 
mercury emissions, there are also numerous industrial sources such as coal 
combustion, waste incineration and mining. The greatest contributors are (coal-fired) 
utilities and industrial boilers, which account for about 50 percent of the transmission 
of inorganic mercury to the atmosphere.” 

 
Response: 
The potential health effects of the proposed project have been discussed in Section 4.1.9. 
 
Comment 27-3 
“After having read this information, plus the fact that there are also 3 Co-generation 

plants in the immediate area within a few miles of each other, plus one more farther north of 
this area – a few miles. I feel very strongly that it should not be built here, and further 
research be done before it is built anywhere.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted .See response to Comment S3-3. 
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Henninger, Wayne and Marylou (28) 
 
Comment 28-1 
“Perhaps the DOE can survey those professionals on the frequency of these diseases now 

that the co-generation plants have been in existence for some time. Surely there are facts 
regarding the health issues in Schuylkill County prior to the co-gens as well as statistics that 
reflect our current and not-so-distant levels of health. Through my observations and 
experiences, I believe there has been an increase in health problems after the co-gens came 
on the scene, but if studies show differently, I’d gladly stand corrected.” 

 
Response: 
DOE analyzed the potential health effects of the proposed project (discussed in Section 

4.1.9). However, DOE did not perform a general study of health issues in Schuylkill County. 
 
Comment 28-2 
“The report generated by the DOE regarding the coal-to-gasification plant is far from 

conclusive with respect to health concerns. Are we willing to take chances with our air and 
water? What kinds of definite statistics has the DOE generated? In the report, I read only 
supposition.” 

 
Response: 
Potential health effects of the proposed project are discussed in Section 4.1.9 .See also 

the response to Comment S2-1. 
 
Comment 28-3 
“Again, before we add another major plant, let’s look at the pollutants in a cumulative 

way. I don’t want to know what I’m breathing from all of them combined.” 
 
Response: 
Potential cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 6 .See also the response to 

Comment S3-3. 
 
Comment 28-4 
“The study needs to focus on health issues we had before the co-gens arrived and what 

we have after.” 
 
Response: 
See response to Comment S3-5. 
 
Comment 28-5 
“In addition, what plan exists for emergency management in the event of a serious 

problem at the plant? Are there plans for evacuation of homes, nearby schools, prisons, etc.” 
 
Response: 
Sect. 4.1.9.1 has been revised in response to this comment to more clearly describe the 

plan and program for emergencies, which might arise from plant operations. The Emergency 
Response Program, which will be incorporated into the Risk Management Plan, will address 
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the approach to be taken for plant emergencies. This program has yet to be developed and 
will be submitted to the EPA prior to plant operations as part of compliance with 40 CFR 68.  

As noted in Section 4.1.7.5, Schuylkill County Emergency Management Agency, in 
conjunction with Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency, is in the process of 
developing a hazardous mitigation plan for Schuylkill County that will address evacuation of 
homes. This plan is to address the hazards most likely to affect the county and pose a threat 
to its inhabitants from hazardous materials, transportation, and wildfires. For evacuation of 
schools and prisons, see the response to comments in S2-5 and S2-6. 

 
Comment 28-6 
“We don’t need another smokestack plant, we need to get rid of the ones we have.” 
 
Response: 
The comments have been noted. 
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Chiao Jr., Charles P. (29) 
 
Comment 29-1 
“Where is this coal coming from?” 
 
Response:  
Coal to fuel the proposed facilities would be derived from anthracite culm obtained from 

the surrounding local area. Section 3.3.3 includes information about local culm resources. 
 
Comment 29-2 
“Where is the water coming from and what effects will it have on the present water 

table?” 
 
Response:  
Water for the proposed facilities would be obtained from the Gilberton mine pool. 

Withdrawals from the mine pool would not affect the elevation of the water table in aquifers 
that supply local water-supply wells. Also see the response to comment 21-2. 

 
Comment 29-3 
“Who will monitor the air, noise pollution?” DEP has removed air monitors in our area! 

They said they were not working. Why?” 
 
Response: 
The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection has recently installed a 

PM-10 monitor at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institution adjacent to the proposed 

29-1 

29-2 

29-3 
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facilities to measure ambient PM-10 concentrations. In addition, high-volume particulate 
samplers to measure ambient concentrations of metals (i.e., arsenic, cadmium, chrome, 
nickel, and lead) and total suspended particles have recently been installed by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection at the Mahanoy State Correctional 
Institution, the Mahanoy City Sewage Treatment Plant, and the Frackville State Correctional 
Institution. All samplers began running on the same day (May 9, 2006) on a 6-day cycle (i.e., 
operating for one 24-hour period every sixth day). The Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection does not monitor for noise .Noise and air pollution prevention and 
control measures that WMPI would provide are listed in EIS Table 4.2.1. 
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Flannery, Thomas N. (30) 
 
Comment 30-1 
“Is it true that because federal money is involved, that they have to use union labor?” 
 
Response: 
There is no requirement that the project use union labor.  
 
Comment 30-2 
“Summary section XVIII and XVIX- Will the 100 million tons of low cost anthracite 

culm they plan to remove and the 1,000 acres that they plan to reclaim be conducted under a 
surface mining permit and be bonded accordingly?” 

 
Response: 
Acquisition of anthracite culm and reclamation of mined areas would occur in accordance 

with Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection regulatory requirements, either 
under a mining permit or under a government-financed construction contract allowing the 
acquisition of coal in exchange for land reclamation and abatement of mine drainage. 
Financial assurance in the form of a performance bond or liability insurance would be 
consistent with applicable Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection regulations 
and technical guidance. See Section 7.2 for further information. 
 

Comment 30-3 
“Summary Section – Shouldn’t real figures, not conservative assumptions be used in the 

analysis?” 
 
Response: 
See the response to comment S2-1. 

 
Comment 30-4 
“Summary – Geology XXI-I believe that the possibility of an abrupt subsidence will 

increase by pumping the mine pool not decrease. This pumping of the mine pool will not 
only increase the chances of affecting the product line, but people’s homes, roadways, private 
property, etc.” 

 
Response: 
Section 4.1.3.3 addresses the potential for the proposed project to increase the chance of 

ground surface subsidence over the Gilberton mine pool. The discussion has been revised in 
the final EIS and includes discussion of possible impacts to homes, roads, and other 
properties. Also see the response to comment P11-4. 
 

Comment 30-5 
“Why would a facility that costs so much money have only a 26 year lifespan?” 
 
Response: 
In the EIS analyses, the expected life of the facility has been revised to 50 years. 
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Comment 30-6 
“7-5 The facility would require an NPDES Permit from the DEP. The report indicates 

that a new set of effluent standards would be established for the new facility. Why a new set? 
Shouldn’t the new standards that the DEP will issue be included in this statement?” 

 
Response: 
Under the Clean Water Act, each NDPES discharge permit contains a set of effluent 

limits that are specific for that permit. Establishment of effluent standards by the regulatory 
agency is based on several factors, including the nature of the activity that generates the 
effluent; the pollutants present in the effluent; the technologies available for reducing, 
eliminating, or treating the effluent discharge; the water quality of the body of water 
receiving the discharge; and the impact of the discharge on receiving water quality. An 
existing set of effluent limits, such as that used for the Gilberton Power Plant discharge, 
would not be appropriate for a new facility with different processes that could generate 
different types and volumes of wastewaters containing different pollutants.  

Consistent with Council on Environmental Quality regulations and guidance for the 
NEPA process, this EIS was prepared and published before detailed engineering design and 
process testing. Additional process design and testing would be required by Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection as a basis for regulatory decisions on environmental 
permits for the proposed facility, including decisions on the effluent limits to be specified in 
an NPDES permit. WMPI provided a set of proposed effluent limits to the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection in October 2005; consequently, DOE revised 
Section 4.1.4 to include assessment of the potential impacts of those proposed effluent limits.  

 
Comment 30-7 
“The Mahanoy Creek watershed association is currently doing AMD remediation projects 

downstream and continue to do projects in the future. Will this plant have any affect on these 
projects?” 

 
Response: 
EIS Section 6.2, Cumulative Effects, Water Resources, discusses the interaction between 

the proposed project and ongoing efforts by the Mahanoy Creek Watershed Association and 
other groups to remediate acid mine drainage and improve water quality. As discussed in that 
section,  the proposed project is expected to contribute to achieving the objectives of these 
ongoing watershed remediation projects, by reducing the discharge of mine pool water to 
Mahanoy Creek, removing anthracite culm piles, and reclaiming mined lands. However, as 
discussed in Sections 4.1.4.1 and 4.1.6.2, effluents from the proposed facilities could cause 
new adverse effects on aquatic habitats. 


